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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-5, and 10-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Zalewski et al (U.S. Patent # 6,260,068 B1), herein referred to as Zalewski. 

3. As per claim 1 , Zalewski discloses a method comprising: in a processor based 
system (See figure 1 : A processor based system is illustrated) where a plurality of 
processors (See figure 1 : The figure shows at least 16 processors) share processor 
execution resources (See column 7, lines 53-55: Resources can be shared), in 
response to a first processor in the plurality of processors being scheduled to enter an 
idle state due to lack of scheduling tasks (column 32, lines 39-45, When a resource is 
not needed by a processor, then the processor resource is scheduled to enter an idle 
state.), making a processor execution resource previously reserved for the first 
processor available to any of the plurality of processors (column 32, lines 39-45, In 
response to the processor entering an idle state, the resource is returned to the 
unassigned pool of resources and available to the processors.). 

4. As per claim 2, Zalewski discloses further comprising reserving the processor 
execution resource for the first processor in response to the first processor being 
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scheduled to execute a task (See column 4, lines 62-65 and 32, lines 39-45: System will 
lock up resources if needed by a processor). 

5. As per claim 3, Zalewski discloses wherein each of the plurality of processors is 
a logical processor of the processor based system (See figure 1). 

6. As per claim 4, Zalewski discloses wherein the first processor being scheduled to 
enter an idle state further comprises the first processor executing a processor 
instruction requesting the first processor to enter an idle state (See column 20, lines 7- 
17, column 32, lines 39-45). 

7. As per claim 5, Zalewski discloses wherein making the processor execution 
resource previously reserved for the first processor available to any of the plurality of 
processors further comprises releasing the processor execution resource into a 
common pool of processor execution resources (column 32, lines 39-45). 

8. As per claim 1 0, Zalewski teaches a processor comprising: 

a. a plurality of logical processors (See figure 1 : The figure shows at 
least 16 processors); and logic to execute an instruction set which when 
executed by a first logical processor (See column 31 , lines 52-55), cause the first 
logical processor to make a processor execution resource previously reserved for 
the first processor available to a second processor in the plurality of processors 
(column 32, lines 39-45: Zalewski teaches the migration of resources which 
makes resources available to other processors) in response to the first logical 
processor being scheduled to enter an idle state due to lack of scheduling tasks 
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(column 32, lines 39-45, column 32, lines 39-45, When a resource is not needed 
by a processor (i.e due to a lack of scheduled tasks that require the resource), 
then the processor resource is scheduled to enter an idle state.). 

9. As per claim 1 1 , Zalewski discloses wherein to the first logical processor being 
scheduled to enter an idle state further comprises the first processor executing a 
processor instruction requesting the first logical processor to enter an idle state (See 
column 4, lines 62-65: An idle states does exist in the system, 32, lines 39-45). 

1 0. As per claim 12, Zalewski discloses wherein causing the first logical processor to 
make the processor execution resource previously reserved for the first logical 
processor available to a second logical processor further comprises releasing the 
processor execution resource into a common pool of processor execution resources 
accessible from the second logical processor (See column 29, lines 39-44, column 32, 
lines 39-45). 

11. As per claim 1 3, Zalewski discloses wherein the processor execution resource 
previously reserved for the first logical processor further comprises the processor 
execution resource previously statically allocated to the first logical processor; and 
wherein releasing the processor execution resource into a common pool of processor 
execution resources further comprises de-allocating the processor execution resource 
(See column 29, lines 39-44, column 32, lines 39-45). 

12. As per claim 14, Zalewski discloses wherein the processor execution resource 
previously reserved for the first logical processor further comprises the processor 
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execution resource previously statically allocated to the first logical processor (See 
column 29, lines 39-44, column 32, lines 39-45); and wherein releasing the processor 
execution resource into a common pool of processor execution resources further 
comprises the first processor unlocking the processor execution resource (See column 
29, lines 39-44, column 32, lines 39-45). 

1 3. As per claims 1 5-1 9, Zalewski discloses the limitations of the claims for similar 
reasoning to above rejections of claims 10-14. The difference between these two sets of 
claims is claims 15-19 are directed to a system, which Zalewski discloses in column 5, 
lines 46-50. Claim 15 also has the added limitation of wherein the system comprises 
firmware (See figure 3: The hardware root is the firmware) to schedule the first logical 
processor to enter an idle state (column 32, lines 39-45, When a resource is not needed 
by a processor, then the processor resource is scheduled to enter an idle state. See 
column 11, lines 10-13: When an idle state is entered into the firmware); and a bus to 
interconnect the firmware and the processor (See figure 3: The hardware root is 
connected to the processor through a bus). 

14. As per claims 20-24, Zalewski discloses the limitations of the claims for similar 
reasoning to above rejections of claims 1-5. The difference between these two sets of 
claims is claims 20-28 are directed to a machine accessible medium having stored 
thereon data which when accessed by a machine causes the machine to perform a 
method, which Zalewski discloses in column 31, lines 52-55. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 6-9, and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable overZalewski et al (U.S. Patent # 6,260,068 B1), herein referred to as 
Zalewski. 

1 7. As per claim 6, Zalewski teaches the method of claim 2 (See 35 USC 1 02(b) 
rejection of claim 5). Zalewski dos not teach wherein the first processor being scheduled 
to execute a task further comprises the first processor receiving a wake up signal. It 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zalewski to include a wake up signal since a wake 
up signal is necessary to indicate to a processor that it is no longer waiting or else the 
processor would permanently wait and no further processes would occur. Zalewski 
teaches waiting and coming out of a waiting state (See column 28, lines 44-51 , column 
32, lines 39-45), but does not teach the intermediate wake up signal which would be 
obvious to implement. 

18. As per claim 7, Zalewski discloses wherein the processor execution resource 
previously reserved for the first processor further is statically allocated to the first 
processor (column 32, lines 39-45: If a resource is released, it means it must have been 
previously owned); and 



Application/Control Number: 10/772,750 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2181 

wherein releasing the processor execution resource into a common pool of processor 
execution resources further comprises de-allocating the processor execution resource 
(column 32, lines 39-45). 

1 9. As per claim 8, Zalewski discloses wherein the processor execution resource 
previously reserved for the first processor is locked by the first processor (column 32, 
lines 39-45); and wherein releasing the processor execution resource into a common 
pool of processor execution resources further comprises the first processor unlocking 
the processor execution resource (column 32, lines 39-45). 

20. As per claim 9, Zalewski teaches the method of claim 5. Zalewski does not teach 
a translation lookaside buffer. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Zalewski to include 
the common pool of processor execution resources comprises a translation lookaside 
buffer and the processor execution resource is a translation cache entry from the 
translation lookaside buffer. A translation lookaside buffer is well known and commonly 
used in the art. Zalewski already teaches the mapping of a database to local memory, 
which is similar functionality of a TLB (See figure 8). A TLB could be used in conjunction 
of the database and eliminate the need for the mapping of the database to memory by 
using a TLB. 

21 . As per claims 25-28, Zalewski teaches-the limitations for the similar reasoning as 
for claims 6-9. 

Response to Arguments 
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22. Applicant's arguments filed April 28, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are moot in view of the newly applied rejection above. The arguments are addressed in 
the rejections above. For clarification purposes Examiner has additionally responded to 
one of the arguments below. 

23. On pages 11-18, Applicant argues in essence: 

"In contrast, Applicants claim a different scheme that is, in some ways, the 
complete opposite of the scheme disclosed by Zalewski. Rather than re- 
allocating a resource based on whether a second instance does need it, 
Applicants' claims focus on de-allocating a resource if a first logical processor 
doesn't need it (due to being idle). The de-allocated resource becomes available 
to other logical processors when the logical processor has no further tasks for 
scheduling. This distinction is just one of many patentable distinctions between 
what is disclosed in Zalewsky and what is claimed by Applicants. " 

However, Examiner respectfully notes that the section relied upon for 
teaching this concept in the reference has changed. Zalewski has taught this 
newly claimed concept in column 32, lines 39-45. When a processor is finished 
with a resource, then the resource is returned to the unassigned pool. This is the 
same as the elements in the claims of making a processor execution resource 
previously reserved for the first processor available to any of the plurality of 
processors. Also see the rejection above. Therefore this argument is moot. 
Conclusion 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia LM Dollinger whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4170. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with first Friday's 
off. 
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25. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alford Kindred can be reached on (571) 272-4037. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

26. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

TLMD 

/Tonia LM Dollinger/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2181 



